destroy property but carefully avoid harming people into the same category as acts clearly intended to kill? Is this a difference of kind or just of degree? While we (the authors) don't generally endorse the destruction of property as a method of generating social change, we believe that the destruction of property is fundamentally different from the intentional killing of people; therefore, to call acts of obstruction, trespassing, vandalism, sabotage, or arson "terrorism" is inaccurate and has the potential to damage one's understanding of real acts of terrorism, thereby reducing the potency of the term.
We started this project with a hunch. In recent years, we have observed frequent use of the term "eco-terrorism," in the news media and in conversations, in reference to the acts of environmentalists. Our observations were anecdotal, and we wanted to be sure they were accurate. We found no literature analyzing cultural acceptance of the term "eco-terrorism"; therefore, before embarking on an ethical analysis of this phenomenon, we set out to confirm our casual observation that the term was widely used in the United States.
We conducted an analysis of the use of the term in U.S. newspapers across a period of nearly 11 years. Our analysis indicates broad acceptance of the term among both journalists and their sources, making it all the more important to understand both the history and the implications of labeling obstruction, trespassing, vandalism, sabotage, and arson as "ecoterrorism."
Terrorism, a Brief Etymology
The Oxford English Dictionary places the first common use of the term "terrorism" in 1795. Linguist Geoffrey Nunberg elaborates on the OED's claim in his essay "It All Started with Robespierre." He traces the word's origins to the French Revolution in what is known as the Reign of Terror. Nunberg writes, "The Jacobin Leader, Robespierre, called Terror . . . 'nothing but justice, prompt, severe and inflexible.' And in the months that followed, the severe and inflexible justice of the guillotine severed 12,000 counterrevolutionary heads before it got around to abbreviating Robespierre himself" (50). Nunberg notes that through the 19 th and into the 20 th centuries, the term shifted in context and association, losing its capital letter and becoming more pejorative, but there was one constant: It remained connected to violence directed against other human beings.
By the 1990s, however, the term was being used much more broadly: "People were crying terrorism whenever they discerned an attempt at intimidation or disruption," Nunberg writes. "Hackers who concocted computer viruses were cyberterrorists, cult leaders were psychological terrorists. … And when photographer Spencer Tunick got thirty people to lie down naked for a picture in front of the United Nations building in New York, a critic described the piece as 'artistic terrorism at its best'" (53).
A key player in this change was libertarian activist Ron Arnold. He coined the term "ecoterrorism" in a 1983 article published in Reason, the monthly publication of the libertarian
Reason Foundation. Arnold is Executive Vice President of the Center for the Defense of Free
Enterprise (CDFE), and, as his website biography states, he is "honored as the 'Father of the Wise Use Movement'" and an "effective fighter for individual liberties, property rights and limited government" ("Staff and Advisors"). He is also the author of the 1997 book Eco-terror:
The Violent Agenda to Save Nature, published by the Free Enterprise Press, an arm of the CDFE.
Arnold is openly hostile to anything he sees as violating his libertarian views on individual property rights and the use of public lands by extractive industries. He claims the "wise use" movement has "created a sector of public opinion that didn't used to exist" and that "[n]o one was aware that environmentalism was a problem until we came along" (Egan) . His stated goal is "to destroy environmentalists by taking their money and their members" (Egan) .
Another turning point in the history of the term came during congressional testimony for the 1988 Anti-Drug Abuse Act (Cong. Rec. 30811). This testimony marks the first time the idea of "eco-terrorism" entered statute. In her article on the vilification of radical environmentalists, Rebecca K. Smith provides a concise summary of these hearings. During a discussion regarding the use of booby traps by those attempting to protect marijuana crops being grown on public land, Senator James McClure turned the conversation to what he called "eco-terrorists," who he claimed were "just as dangerous and deadly as the drug producers." With virtually no corroborating evidence, McClure claimed "terrorist thugs" were "driving citizens off the public lands" (30811). Because of McClure's claims, Congress enacted punishment for the use of "hazardous or injurious devices" on public land (18 USC. Sec. 1864(a)(2)). A piece of legislation that was originally focused on illegal drug production on public land was expanded to make certain forms of environmental protest much more difficult. As Smith notes, the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals has also held (in a 2005 decision) that even a rope tied between trees during a tree-sit protest qualifies as a hazardous or injurious device (Smith 547 
Assessing the Degree of Acceptance
Although it is clear from the above that "eco-terrorism" has been adopted as a legal term, we wanted to know if it had entered common usage outside of government and legal circles. representative of language used-or at least understood-by readers (i.e., the general public);
and has the potential to influence the language use of readers.
Thus, to assess the degree of acceptance of the term "eco-terrorism" in the United States, we conducted a quantitative content analysis of U.S. newspaper articles over a period of nearly 11 years.
Research Questions
Our research questions were as follows:
1. To what extent have the news media used the term "eco-terrorism" and its derivations, such as "eco-terrorist" or "eco-terror," over the years 1999 through 2009? Quantitative content analysis allows the researcher to sample from a large body of documentary material with the confidence that the sample and the results will be representative of that large body of material (Holsti) . In other words, this method allowed us to make inferences about the relevant content offered by all newspapers in the U.S. over the years of interest without examining every article published in every newspaper. According to Ole Holsti, author of the seminal book on content analysis, "A further advantage of quantification is that statistical methods provide a powerful set of tools not only for precise and parsimonious summary of findings, but also for improving the quality of interpretation and inference" (9).
Source and Sampling Design for the Content Analysis
The content to be analyzed was derived from the "US Newspapers and Wires" source category of LexisNexis Academic. The time frame of this study was Jan. 1, 1999, through Sept.
25, 2009. We selected this time period to capture data from before and after the terrorist attacks in the U.S. on Sept. 11, 2001, because we wondered if there was a change in use of the term "terrorism" to refer to environmentally motivated actions after 9/11.
We used the following string of search terms to locate appropriate articles: "ecoterrorism or eco terrorism or eco-terrorism or environmental terrorism." We collected 1,818 articles containing one of more of these terms. The second stage of the sampling design involved selecting individual articles to be included in the study. We included every third article for a total of 606 articles. After removing duplicate articles, the sample size totaled 594.
In addition to searching for articles containing the term "eco-terrorism" and its variants,
we searched for words that we believe to be more accurate, including various spellings of "ecosabotage," "eco-arson," and "eco-tage." 2 The reason for these searches was to see if these terms were used as frequently as the variants of "eco-terrorism." These searches turned up far fewer articles, many of which also contained references to eco-terrorism. As indicated in Table 1 , a search for articles containing "eco-sabotage or ecosabotage or environmental sabotage" identified 182 articles (of which only 68 did not also include the terms "terror," "terrorism,"
and/or "terrorist" in reference to acts of radical environmentalism); a search for articles containing "eco-arson or ecoarson or environmental arson" identified 28 articles (of which only 12 did not also contain "terror," "terrorism," and/or "terrorist"); and a search for articles containing "eco-tage or ecotage" identified 18 articles (of which eight did not also use "terror,"
"terrorism," and/or "terrorist"). In other words, of the 228 articles using the movement's preferred terms, only 88 discussed acts of radical environmentalism without using some variation of the word "terrorism." These numbers clearly indicate that "terrorism" was used far more frequently (1,818 articles) than variations of "eco-sabotage," "eco-arson," and "eco-tage" (88 articles).
The content analysis for this study was conducted only on articles containing the word "eco-terrorism" or one of its variants.
We used "article" as the unit of analysis in the study, "term" as the recording unit and "sentence" as the context unit to be searched for the meaning of each term. We defined "article"
as a discrete section of text with its own heading (including letters to the editor) and "term" as a single appearance of any of the variations of "eco-terrorism" (see list of variations under Use of Term in next section).
Coding Scheme (Operational Definitions)
Before analyzing the recording units, two trained coders 3 determined whether each article was a news story, an opinion piece/editorial or a letter to the editor. We made this distinction because we expect more objectivity from news stories than from opinion pieces or letters to the editor.
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The use of the word "terrorism" in relation to environmentalist activism was measured by three indicators: "use of term," "who uses term," and "nature of use."
"Use of term" was defined as a single appearance of one of the following words or phrases: ecoterrorism, eco-terrorism, eco terrorism, environmental terrorism, ecoterrorist, ecoterrorist, or terrorism or terrorist when used in reference to environmental activism.
"Who uses term" was defined as the person who uses the term, either the author of the article or a source quoted in the article.
"Nature of use" was defined as the way the term was used by the author: either as the appropriate term to use, as a term that the author does not fully accept, or in a novel way. Coders chose from the following three categories:
Accepting: The author does not indicate any unease with the term and seems to accept the term as the appropriate description of the activity, as indicated by use of the term without quotes around it and without any qualifiers, such as "alleged"
or "so-called," in front of the term.
Distancing:
The author does not fully accept the term as appropriate and attempts to distance him-or herself from the term, as indicated by the use of quotation marks around the term, by the insertion of "alleged" or "so-called" in front of the term, or by only using the term in quotations of other people's words.
Novel:
The author is using the term in a new way, unrelated to acts of environmental activism, such as calling something "philosophical eco-terrorism" or referring to a wild bear's activities as "eco-terrorism."
Findings of Content Analysis
After a series of training sessions and a test of intercoder reliability to ensure consistent application of the coding instrument, two paid research assistants performed formal coding duties. 5 The sample of 594 articles broke down as follows: 82.3% were news stories, 15% were opinion/editorial pieces, and 2.7% were letters to the editor. We identified 1,345 uses of the term "eco-terrorism" or one of its variants (see Table 2 ).
Research question 1 asked: To what extent have the news media used the term "ecoterrorism" and its derivations over the years 1999 through 2009? As reported above, we found that the news media have used variations on "eco-terrorism" far more than they have used such terms as "eco-sabotage," "eco-arson," and "ecotage." Our search for articles containing the word "eco-terrorism" or one of its variations turned up 1,818 articles in the U.S. newspapers and wire services database published between Jan. 1, 1999, and Sept. 25, 2009 . In contrast, we found only 182 articles containing the word "eco-sabotage" or one of its variations, only 28 articles containing "eco-arson" or one of its variations, and only 18 articles containing "eco-tage or ecotage" (see Table 1 ).
Research question 2 asked: Who uses the term: journalists, their sources, or both? Of the 1,345 uses of "eco-terrorism" identified, 1,137 were used by the author (either a reporter, a letter writer or an editorial writer), and 208 were attributed to a source in the article (see Table 2 ). The majority of uses were by authors (as opposed to sources), indicating general acceptance of the term by journalists, given that journalists were the authors of most of the articles analyzed.
Research question 3 asked, "When these terms are used, what is the nature of the use?
Does the person using the term seem to accept 'eco-terrorism' as the appropriate word to use, or does the person distance him-or herself from the word, indicating a lack of acceptance?" We found that 1,147 uses of the term (or 85.3%) were accepting, 190 (14.1%) were distancing, and 8 (0.6%) were a novel use that didn't relate to our investigation (see Table 2 ).
We used crosstabulation to determine whether there was a relationship between who used the term (authors or sources) and the nature of the use (accepting or distancing). First, however, we removed the eight instances of a novel use of the term (such as a wild bear who was described as committing "eco-terrorism" on a neighborhood) from the database. We found very little difference between authors and sources: 85.5% of the uses of "eco-terrorism" or its variants by authors indicated acceptance of the term, and 87.3% of uses by sources indicated acceptance of the term (see Table 3 ). A chi-square test of independence indicated that the correlation between who used the term and the nature of the use was not statistically significant, meaning that how people used the term "eco-terrorism," whether accepting it as the appropriate term or distancing themselves from it, could not be attributed to the role of the person using the term (author versus source).
This result was somewhat surprising because we expected authors, the majority of whom were journalists, to be less accepting of the term than sources (see Table 2 ). This expectation was based on two premises: First, most of the articles were news stories written by journalists, and objectivity is an important professional value of American journalists 6 . Therefore, we would expect journalists to avoid using a term coined by someone who is vociferously opposed to the activities being written about, except in direct quotations of sources. Secondly, sources in news stories about destructive environmental activities are likely to include government authorities, such as police officers, prosecuting attorneys, and FBI agents, who would perhaps be more prone to call the activities "eco-terrorism" because various branches of government, including the FBI, have adopted this label.
To determine whether there was a relationship between the type of article (news, opinion or letter to the editor) and the nature of the use of the term (accepting or distancing), we used crosstabulation again, anticipating that letter writers and guest editorial writers might show more acceptance of the term than journalists-again, because of journalists' presumed commitment to objectivity. However, we found widespread acceptance across all article types: 86.3% of uses in news stories, 84.2% of uses in opinion pieces, and 81.8% of uses within letters to the editor indicated acceptance of the term (see Table 4 ). A chi-square test of independence indicated that the correlation between type of article and nature of use was not statistically significant, meaning that how people used the term, whether accepting it as the appropriate term or rhetorically distancing themselves from the term, could not be attributed to the type of article the term appeared in-nor, by logical extension, to the type of person who wrote the article, whether a journalist, opinion writer or letter writer.
Regarding the question of whether there was an increase in usage of the term "terrorism" associated with pro-environment activism in the months following the terrorist attacks of Sept.
11, 2001, we found that, indeed, there had been. We compared articles in our dataset from a time period of 32 months before 9/11 (January 1999 through August 2001) to those from a period of 32 months after 9/11 (October 2001 through May 2004) and found that variations of "ecoterrorism" appeared 294 times in articles from the pre-9/11 period and 451 times in the post-9/11 period.
Discussion of Findings
The results of the content analysis indicate that our concern about the widespread acceptance and use of the term "eco-terrorism" in relation to acts of environmental activism was well founded. It appears that during our study period (1999 through most of 2009), the term "eco-terrorism" was readily accepted by most who wrote or were quoted on the topic of environmental activism in U.S. newspapers.
Our first indication that "eco-terrorism" had become the preferred term in the news media was the great disparity we found between the number of articles containing variations on the word "eco-terrorism" (1,818) and the number of articles using the environmental movement's preferred terms, such as "eco-sabotage," "eco-arson," and "ecotage," with no mention of "terrorism" (88).
That 82 percent of the articles containing the term "eco-terrorism" were news stories (as opposed to opinion pieces or letters to the editor) is an indicator of widespread acceptance of the term by professional journalists.
Our findings regarding the nature of the use of "eco-terrorism" in the 594 articles we analyzed provide the strongest indication that the term has become widely accepted as the appropriate word to describe destructive acts of environmental activism. More than 85% of uses of the term by authors (primarily journalists), as well as sources, were accepting of the term rather than distancing. That is, the authors and sources did nothing rhetorically to indicate that they did not fully accept the term. And whether the term appeared in a letter to the editor, an opinion piece, or a news story, it was used in a way that indicated acceptance of the term at least 80% of the time.
With this understanding of what has been published in the leading U.S. newspapers over the last decade-and our suspicions of widespread acceptance and use of the term "terrorism" in relation to acts of environmental activism validated-we turn to our arguments as to why calling such acts "eco-terrorism," a term coined by a political opponent of environmentalists as a tool to discredit them, is both inaccurate and unethical.
What's in a Term?
So, what's in a term? Why does the term we use make so much difference? The answer is simple: The terms we use shape the way we perceive reality, and that perception shapes our actions. Therefore, the terms we use have real-world consequences. In the case of "eco-terrorism"
versus "eco-sabotage," the choice of terms can shape the public debate and have far-reaching policy implications, including more jail time for activists such as Gerlach, Meyeroff, and Tubbs.
Rhetorical theorist Kenneth Burke addresses the power that terms have in shaping debate
in Language as Symbolic Action. He argues that words simultaneously create and terminate meaning and that language creates screens-terministic screens-through which we see the world. He writes: "Even if any given terminology is a reflection of reality, by its very nature as a terminology it must be a selection of reality; and to this extent it must function also as a deflection of reality" (45). In other words, language is always partial; it reveals while it also conceals. Even the most precise terms leave out much more than they include. But more importantly, as we select the terms for our debates, we not only select and deflect reality, we also-through our selection-predetermine the possible directions of the debate at hand. Burke writes:
Not only does the nature of our terms affect the nature of our observations in the sense that the terms direct the attention to one field rather than another. Also, many of the 'observations' are but implications of the particular terminology in terms of which the observations are made. In brief, much that we take as observations about 'reality' may be the spinning out of possibilities implicit in our particular choice of terms.
(Burke's italics) (46).
Burke makes two important points here. First, when we observe the world, we are never truly objective; our observations are already colored by the terms we use. Our terms screen the world, making possible some meanings and terminating others. Second, we are often unaware of the terministic effect our terms create; therefore, what we assume to be clear observations of reality are really the "spinning out of possibilities implicit in our particular choice of terms" (46) We use language, but at the same time, language uses us.
When coining the term "eco-terrorism" in 1983, Ron Arnold clearly wanted to shape the debate. In his article titled "Eco-Terrorism," he argues for the replacement of the term "ecosabotage" and the elevation of property to the same level as human life. By doing so, he "directs the attention" of his reader to a particular field of possibilities, thus fundamentally changing the debate and tipping the balance in favor of large resource-extraction industries and developers.
He's not sinister; he's smart. He understands the principle Burke explicates above. Ultimately, Arnold succeeded in gaining acceptance for the term he coined among U.S. legislators, federal judges, journalists and, presumably, the general public.
When the idea of terministic screens enters public discourse, it is often called framing (Lakoff, McCombs and Bell) , and the effect of framing by the mass media is agenda setting. It follows, then, that when the majority of news articles on the subject of environmental activism employ the term "eco-terrorism," it influences how the public thinks about such actsequating them with far more heinous crimes intended to injure and kill hundreds or thousands of people.
This concerns us because the culture of journalism counts objectivity among its professional values, and most audience members expect objectivity from newspapers. Using the term "eco-terrorism," rather than a more precise and accurate term to refer to acts that do not harm or threaten human life, is not particularly objective. It reflects a bias against acts of sabotage that are committed for one political reason as opposed to another. This bias is demonstrated by the media's inconsistent use of the term "terrorism." A case in point is the 2011 tragedy in Tucson, Arizona. A gunman killed six people and wounded 13 others. A federal judge and a nine-year-old girl were among the dead, and a congresswoman was shot in the head.
However, in the American news media, the shooter was initially labeled an assassin, but not a terrorist, even though the event resembled events that have been labeled terrorism by authorities and the news media. Although we recognize that it is impossible to use language without framing the discussion to some extent, we expect the news media to be self-critical and careful in choosing terms, knowing that the words they choose shape their audiences' perception of reality.
We find such a critical awareness lacking in the seemly wide acceptance of the term "ecoterrorism."
Arson, Vandalism, Eco-tage; not Terrorism
According to the FBI's definition of terrorism (cited earlier), the three examples at the beginning of this paper are all terrorism. However, we have difficulty equating the destruction of property with the destruction of human beings. There is a fundamental difference between destroying SUVs and flying an airplane full of people into a building full of people. Parking a truck bomb in front of a federal building with the intention of killing both government employees and their children is not a difference in degree but a difference in kind. To not draw a distinction between property and people is to lose a distinction that has been foundational to our democracy.
In Green Rage: Radical Environmentalism and the Unmaking of Civilization, Christopher
Manes argues for the importance of this distinction. He notes that despite pressure from industrialists to "include property as among the most precious natural rights" (181), such an inclusion has "never been accepted by American jurisprudence" (181). He writes: The United States government regulates individual property rights to a much greater degree than it regulates individuals. Whether it's a zoning law that doesn't allow one to put an adult bookstore in a residential neighborhood or the regulation of tree harvesting on private timberland, the state clearly sees property rights much differently than individual rights. To blur the line between people and property-as the FBI now does in its definition of eco-terrorism-is to go against long-standing tradition. It also tips the political balance even further in favor of corporations and large property holders-something industry has sought throughout American history.
Ron Arnold would like to expand the definition even further. In Eco-terror: The Violent
Agenda to Save Nature, he argues that peaceful protest involving obstruction or interference should also be considered eco-terrorism. Arnold writes, "Obstruction is not a peaceful act.
Obstruction is an act of physical coercion, an act of violence against another, regardless [sic] Living as if Nature Mattered, a book attempting to articulate the movement's thinking, Bill
Devall and George Sessions state their purpose as being to promote "the dance of unity of humans, plants, animals, the Earth" (ix). In several articles, Bron Taylor argues that because of this underlying assumption about the sacredness of life, any actions from radical environmental groups with intent to maim or kill are highly unlikely ("Religion," "Tributaries," "Threat").
In fact, there is no documented evidence of harm coming to humans as a result of actions by radical environmentalists. In 1998, Taylor wrote, "Despite the recurrent debates about violence within radical environmental subcultures and the refusal by many activists to rule it out, there is little evidence of violence being deployed to cause injuries or death" ("Religion" 3).
Taylor has been following the movement since 1998, and in a recent e-mail exchange, he assured us that, even with the rise in domestic terrorism and terrorist threats from abroad, there is still no evidence of the environmental movement committing acts that cause injury or death (Taylor "Ecoterrorism").
Mike Roselle is one of the founders of Earth First!. When asked about the term "eco- by an "eco-terrorist." Arnold argues that the practice of radical environmental action is becoming more common and that mainstream environmental groups are looking the other way. He implies that there may be some threat of injury, but his article makes it clear that the major threat is to property. Arnold does perform a nice sleight of hand, however: he substitutes "eco-terrorism" for "eco-tage," and sums up the threat as follows: "Eco-terrorism is a twofold weapon in achieving coercive command and control: it first burdens private enterprise with economic loss and psychological intimidation and secondly provides the midrange political pressure groups with a perspective by which to judge their own proposals as comparatively reasonable" ("Eco- We would argue that neither is terrorism. As Geoffrey Nunberg notes, the definition of terrorism has become so broad that it "could include anything from hijacking an airplane to injuring government property, breaking into a government computer for any reason, or hitting the secretary of agriculture with a pie" (54). The definition has become so broad that the word is, in a way, useless. Nunberg laments the broadening of the term, asserting "when things happen that merit the full force of our outrage, a legacy of careless usage can leave us at a loss for words" (54). If everything becomes terrorism, then nothing is. So, for the very fact that terrorism is real, we need to define it more narrowly.
Terrorism: A More Accurate Definition
To define terrorism more accurately, we must think about what distinguishes it from other crimes. What the law now calls acts of "eco-terror" already have very specific, useful labels-obstruction, trespassing, vandalism, sabotage, arson-and specific criminal penalties.
We would argue that the acts of environmental activists have much more in common with the 15 th century Dutch luddites, who rebelled against their own forced obsolescence through mechanization by sabotaging textile machines-literally placing their wooden shoe, or sabot, in the gears of automated looms-than with the 9/11 hijackers or the Oklahoma City bombers.
Gerlach, Meyerhoff, and Tubbs committed illegal acts but did so in a way that did not pose significant risk to human life. In short, by extending the definition of terrorism to include, as the FBI does, violence against property for a political purpose or to "intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives" (United States of America), we take three very real risks.
First, we risk stifling legitimate political dissent, whether it is protest to protect the environment or for another cause. Under this definition, lunch-counter sit-ins as implemented during the American Civil Rights Movement could be seen as attempts to intimidate or coerce government, and participants could be prosecuted as terrorists. 8 Second, such a broad definition diverts resources away from larger threats. In a post-9/11 world, no one is denying the real threat of terrorism, but the danger of a bomb in Times Square is quite different from even the worst property crimes being called "eco-terror." Third, we already have adequate terms and penalties for property crimes-obstruction, trespassing, vandalism, sabotage, arson-and by classifying property crimes as terrorism, the term becomes less useful. Misused, extreme terms can blur reality. If all of our political opponents become Nazis, we forget the horrors of the Holocaust; if all crimes become terrorism, we forget the horrors of Oklahoma City and 9/11; we fail to see the difference between vandalizing heavy equipment and using commercial airplanes as cruise missiles.
Conclusion
As we began this project, we had a hunch that the term "eco-terrorism" had become widely, and uncritically, accepted. Our content analysis indicates that our initial hunch was correct. The majority of the newspaper articles we studied used the word "eco-terrorism" rather than, or in addition to, more moderate terms. Additionally, we found widespread acceptance of the term "eco-terrorism" as the appropriate word choice. It seems that most who use the term do so uncritically.
As we researched the history of the term "eco-terrorism," we learned how it came into We have argued that the terms we choose matter. As Burke, Lakoff, McCombs, and others have noted, the language we use shapes the reality we inhabit. Therefore, we must be as accurate and precise as our language allows. We believe the terms "obstruction," "trespassing,"
"vandalism," "sabotage," and "arson" more accurately and precisely describe the actions currently labeled "eco-terrorism."
We want to be clear: While we share a deep concern about human impact on the natural environment with many of those accused of "eco-terrorism," we do not condone eco-tage. As firm believers in the democratic process, we hold that acts of civil disobedience, or direct action, should be used only as a last resort, when all other democratic remedies have been exhausted.
To clearly define terrorism, and therefore make it a useful term, we must draw the line at human life. If an act seeks to destroy human life, and, therefore, coerce or intimidate through the threat to human life, it is terrorism. However, if an act destroys property and is careful not to 
